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- Tho MAILING DATE of this communication appears on the cover sheet with the correspondence address - 
Period for Reply 



A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) OR THIRTY (30) DAYS. 
WHICHEVER IS LONGER, FROM THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 .136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- If NO period for reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C. § 133). 
Any reply received by ttie Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1.704(b). 

Status 

1)13 Responsive to communication(s) filed on 07 October 2003 , 
2a)\3 This action is FINAL. 2b)M This action is non-final. 

3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for fomial matters^ prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quay/e, 1935 CD. 1 1 , 453 O.G. 213. 

Disposition of Claims 

4) M Claim(s) 1-33 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above clainn(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) n Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) 13 Claim(s) 1:33 is/are rejected. 
?)□ Claim(s) is/are objected to. 

8) 0 Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) n The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10)0 The drawing(s) filed on is/are: 3)0 accepted or b)n objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1 .85(a). 

Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing{s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 
1 1 )□ The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. Note the attached Office Action or form PTO-152. 

Priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119 

12)0 Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 1 1 9(a)-(d) or (0. 
a)n All b)n Some * 0)0 None of: 

1 .□ Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 

2. n Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. . 

3. n Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage 

application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 
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DETAILED ACTION 
Status of Application 

1. Claims 1-33 are currently pending and are considered for examination in this office action. 

Priority 

2. This application filed on October 7, 2003 is a CON of US non-provisional 09/456,222 filed 
on 12/07/1999 now PAT 6,630,301 which is a CIP of 09/049,234 filed on 3/27/1998 now 
abandoned which is a CIP of 08/818,058 filed on 3/14/1997, now PAT 6,156,504 which claims 
benefit of 60/028,80 filed on 10/15/1996, 60/013,497 filed on 3/15/1996 and 60/026,252 filed on 
9/17/1996. 

Informalities 

3. The following informalities are noted in the specification: 

(i) in Claim 16, step (b) line 1, 'complementary to' should be 'complementary to'. 
Aprropriate correction is required. 

Objection to the Abstract of the Disclosure 

4. AppUcant is reminded of the proper language and format for an abstract of the disclosure. 

The abstract should be in narrative form and generally limited to a single paragraph on a 
separate sheet within the range of 50 to 150 words. It is important that the abstract not exceed 
150 words in length since the space provided for the abstract on the computer tape used by the 
printer is limited. The form and legal phraseology often used in patent claims, such as "means" 
and "said," should be avoided. The abstract should describe the disclosure sufficiently to assist 
readers in deciding whether there is a need for consuking the fiiU patent text for details. 

The language should be clear and concise and should not repeat information given in the 
title. It should avoid using phrases which can be implied, such as, "The disclosure concerns," 
"The disclosure defined by this invention," "The disclosure describes," etc. 

The abstract of the disclosure is objected to because: 



(i) abstract contains more than 150 words. 
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Correction is required. See MPEP § 608.01(b). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 
5. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this OflRce action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of appUcation for patent in the Uoited States. 

Claims 1-4, 6, 8, 10-1 1, 13-18, 20-22, 24-28, 30-33 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) 
as being anticipated by Sorenson (WO 93/22456). 

Sorenson teaches a method of claim 1 and 26-27, 33 for determining an acquired 
predictive risk for a non-hematological disease in a human without cancer having adenoma, or 
with adenoma cancer wherein the method conprises 

(a) purifying extracellular nucleic acid (soluble DNA) from blood (blood plasma) from a 
human subject to prepare extracted extracellular nucleic acid containing DNA encoding a 
mutated gene (K-ras oncogene) (see page 7, paragraph 2 under the sub-title detailed description 
of the invention, page 8, paragraphs 1-2, page 12, paragraph 1); 

(b) enriching the extracted extracellular nucleic acid for the mutated DNA, wherein the 
mutated DNA is concentrated or isolated from the remaining extracted extracellular nucleic acid 
(see page 7, paragraph 2, page 9, paragraph 1, indicating enriching the extracted DNA using a 
solid support with attached anti histone antibodies); 

(c ) an5)lifying the mutated gene DNA frona the enriched mutated DNA (see page 7, 
paragraph 2, page 9, paragraph 2, page 12, paragraphs 1-2); 
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(d) detecting the anplified mutated DNA , whereby the detection of amplified product 
determines a predictive risk factor for non-hematological disease in a human with out cancer (see 
page 7, paragraph 1 under subtitle detailed description of the invention, page 8, line 1-6, page 
12, paragraph 1); 

with regard to claim 2, 32, Sorenson teaches that the amplified product is detected using 
gel electrophoresis (see page 41, claim 19, page 20, paragraph 1, page 23, hne 23-26). 

With regard to claim 3, 17, 28, Sorenson teaches that the extracellular nucleic acid is 
from plasma or serum fraction of blood (see page 42, claim 20, page 8, paragraph 1). 

With regard to claim 4, 3 1, Sorenson teaches that the amplification is carried out using 
polymerase chain reaction, ligase chain reaction (see page 38, line 1-10). 

With regard to claims 10-11, 13, 21-22, 24-25, 30, Sorenson teaches that the mutated 
oncogene is K-ras , p53, associated with microsatellite marker (see page 40, claim 16, page 12, 
paragraph 1, page 23, paragraph 1, page 20, paragraph 1, page 21, paragraph 1). 

With regard to claim 8, 20, Sorenson teaches that the hybridized complex is separated 
using electric field (gel electrophoresis) (see page 23, paragraph 1). 

With regard to claim 14, Sorenson teaches that the non-hematologic disease is a 
colorectal adenoma (adenocarcinoma of colon) (see page 12, paragraph 1). 

With regard to claim 15, Sorenson teaches that the mutated gne is absent in normal cells 
from the human (see page 12, line 1-6, page 20, paragraph 1). 

With regard to claims 6, 16, Sorenson teaches that the enriching purified DNA con5)rises 
hybridizing an oligonucleotide probe to the mutated DNA and separating the hybridized product 
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from non-hybridized nucleic acid thereby enriching the piirified DNA (see page 23, paragraph 
1) 

With regard to claim 18, Sorenson teaches that the oUgonucleotide is further bound to 
non-biological surface (radiolabel) (see page 23, paragraph 1). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC§103 
6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 

rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentabihty shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

This appUcation currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of the 
claims under 35 U,S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of the various 
claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein were made absent any 
evidence to the contrary, AppUcant is advised of the obligation under 37 CFR 1,56 to point out 
the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was not commonly owned at the time a later 
invention was made in order for the examiner to consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) 
and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

A. Claims 5, 9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Sorenson 
et al. (WO 93/22456) in view of Ronai (US 5,512,441). 

Sorenson teaches a method for determining an acquired predictive risk for a non- 
hematological disease in a human without cancer having adenoma, or with adenoma cancer 
wherein the method conq^rises 
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(a) purifying extracellular nucleic acid (soluble DNA) from blood (blood plasma) from a 
human subject to prepare extracted extracellular nucleic acid containing DNA encoding a 
mutated gene (K-ras oncogene) (see page 7, paragraph 2 under the sub-title detailed description 
of the invention, page 8, paragraphs 1-2, page 12, paragraph 1); 

(b) enriching the extracted extracellular nucleic acid for the mutated DNA, wherein the 
mutated DNA is concentrated or isolated from the remaining extracted extracellular nucleic acid 
(see page 7, paragraph 2, page 9, paragraph 1, indicating enriching the extracted DNA using a 
soUd support with attached antihistone antibodies); 

(c ) amplifying the mutated gene DNA from the enriched mutated DNA (see page 7, 
paragraph 2, page 9, paragraph 2, page 12, paragr^hs 1-2); 

(d) detecting the amplified mutated DNA , whereby the detection of amplified product 
determines a predictive risk factor for non-hematological disease in a human with out cancer (see 
page 7, paragraph 1 under subtitle detailed description of the invention, page 8, line 1-6, page 
12, paragraph 1); 

Sorenson also teaches that the enriching purified DNA conprises hybridizing an 
oligonucleotide probe to the mutated DNA and separating the hybridized product from non- 
hybridized nucleic acid thereby enriching the purified DNA (see page 23, paragraph 1). 

However, Sorenson did not specifically teach the use of endonuclease-mediated 
restriction digestion. 

Ronai teaches a method for detecting Ras oncocogene in human samples, wherein the 
method comprises , enriching mutated ras gene using restriction endonucleases (see col 3, hne 
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13-28). Ronai et al. also tech that said restriction endonuclease con^rises BstNl (see col. 3, line 
13-28). 

It would have been prima facie obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to modify the method for detecting extracellular nucleic acid encoding a 
mutated gene in a sample as disclosed by Sorensen with a step of endonuclease-mediated 
digestion as taught by Ronai for the purpose of enriching mutated gene fragments for sensitive 
detection. An ordinary artisan would have a reasonable expectation of success that inclusion of 
the step of endonuclease-mediated digestion would result in enriching mutated gene as taught by 
Ronai because Ronai expUcitly taught that the enrichment of mutated ras gene using 
endonuclease BstNl would improve the detection of mutation in ras gene by reducing the 
background wild type sequences that are cleaved by said endonuclease (see page 2, line 52-67, 
coL 3, line 1-12) and such modification of the method would be obvious over the cited prior art 
in the absence of secondary considerations. 

B. Claims 7, 19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Sorenson et al. (WO 93/22456) in view of Breivik et al. (WO 95/13368). 

Sorenson teaches a method for determining an acquired predictive risk for a non- 
hematological disease in a human without cancer having adenoma, or with adenoma cancer as 
discussed above in 6A. 

However, Sorenson did not specifically teach the use of magnetic field to separate 
hybridized con5)lex. 

Breivik et al. teach a method for isolation of nucleic acid using a soUd support to capture 
DNA, wherein the soUd supports include magnetic particles, which provide advantage of a quick. 
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simple and efficient way of separating the particles following capture of DNA on to the particles, 
that avoids traditional centrifiigation which generates shear forces that degrade nucleic acids (see 
page 7, paragraphs 4-5). 

It would have been prima facie obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to modify the method for detecting extracellular nucleic acid 
encoding a mutated gene in a sample as disclosed by Sorensen with a step of using a magnetic 
field as taught by Breivik et al. for the purpose of enriching mutated gene fragments for 
sensitive detection. An ordinary artisan would have a reasonable expectation of success that 
inclusion of the step of use of magnetic particles and separation of captured DNA on the particles 
using a magnetic field would result in enriching mutated gene because Breivik explicitly taught 
that the use of magnetic particles would provide advantage of a quick, simple and efficient way 
of separating the particles following capture of DNA on to the particles, that avoids traditional 
centrifiigation which generates shear forces that degrade nucleic acids (see page 7, paragraphs 4- 
5) and such modification of the method would be obvious over the cited prior art in the absence 
of secondary considerations, 

C. Claims 29 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Sorenson et 
al. (WO 93/22456) in view of Moran et al. (Canadian Med. Assoc. X, Vol. 150 (10) pp. 1544, 
1994). 

Sorenson teaches a method for determining an acquired predictive risk for a non- 
hematological disease in a human without cancer having adenoma, or with adenoma cancer as 
discussed above in section 6A. 

However, Sorenson did not specifically teach the use of sigmoidoscopy. 
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Moran et al. teach a method for diagnosis of colorectal cancer using sigmoidoscopy for 
detecting colorectal adenomas (see page 1544, col. 1-2). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to combine the method of detecting a mutated gene in screening for adenoma of colon 
as taught by Sorenson et al. with a diagnostic procedure using sigmoidoscopy to detect colorectal 
cancer as taught by Moran et al. for the purpose of developing a sensitive method for diagnosing 
a colorectal cancer. An ordinary artisan would have a reasonable expectation of success that 
inclusion of the step of using sigmoidoscopy would result in developing a sensitive and accurate 
method for diagnosing adenoma in a human subject because Moran et al. e3q)Ucitly taught that 
the use of flexible sigmoidoscopy for screening patients for colorectal disease would reduce the 
rate of death from rectal cancer (see page 1544, col. 1-2) and such modification of the method 
would be obvious over the cited prior art in the absence of secondary considerations. 

D. Claims 12, 23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Sorenson et al. (WO 93/22456) in view of Albertsen et al. (US 5,648,212). 

Sorenson teaches a method for determining an acquired predictive risk for a non- 
hematological disease in a human without cancer having adenoma, or with adenoma cancer as 
discussed above in section 6A. 

However, Sorenson did not specifically teach the mutated gene as APC. 

Albertsen et al. teach a method for detecting APC gene mutations in colorectal cancer 
patients and also disclosed that the significance of detection of mutations in APC would be 
correlated to the occurrence of familial or sporadic colorectal adenoma (see col 3, line 17-23, 
line 60-67, col. 4, line 1-3) 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to combine the method of detecting a mutated gene in screening for adenoma of colon 
as taught by Sorenson et al. with APC gene mutation detection in high risk colorectal cancer 
patients as taught by Albertsen et al. for the purpose of developing a sensitive method for 
diagnosing a colorectal cancer. An ordinary artisan would have a reasonable expectation of 
success that inclusion of the step of detecting APC gene mutations would result in developing a 
sensitive and accurate method for diagnosing adenoma in a human subject because Albertsen. et 
al. explicitly taught that the detection of APC gene mutations and their association with 
occurrence of the colorectal disorders (see col. 3, line 60-67, col. 4, Une 1-3) and such 
modification of the method would be obvious over the cited prior art in the absence of secondary 
considerations. 

Non-Statutory Double Patenting 

7. The nonstatutory double patenting rejection is based on a judicially created doctrine 
grounded in pubUc poUcy (a policy reflected in the statute) so as to prevent the unjustified or 
improper timewise extension of the "right to exclude" granted by a patent and to prevent possible 
harassment by multiple assignees. See In re Goodman, 1 1 F.3d 1046, 29 USPQ2d 2010 (Fed. 
Cir. 1993); In re Longi, 759 F.2d 887, 225 USPQ 645 (Fed. Cir. 1985); In re Van Omum, 686 
F.2d 937, 214 USPQ 761 (CCPA 1982); In re Vogel, 422 F.2d 438, 164 USPQ 619 (CCPA 
1970);and, In re Thorington, 418 F.2d 528, 163 USPQ 644 (CCPA 1969). 

A timely filed terminal disclaimer in conpliance with 37 CFR 1.321(c) may be used to 
overcome an actual or provisional rejection based on a nonstatutory double patenting ground 
provided the conflicting application or patent is shown to be commonly owned with this 
application. See 37 CFR 1.130(b). 

Effective January 1, 1994, a registered attorney or agent of record may sign a terminal 
disclaimer. A terminal disclaimer signed by the assignee must fully conq)ly with 37 
CFR 3.73(b). 

A. Claims 1-33 are rejected under the judicially created doctrine of obviousness-type 
double patenting as being unpatentable over claims 1-43 of U.S. Patent No. 6,521,409 ('409). 
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An obviousness-type double patenting rejection is appropriate where the conflicting claims are 
not identical, but an examined application claim not is patentably distinct from the reference 
claim(s) because the examined claim is either anticipated by, or would have been obvious over, 
the reference claim(s). See e.g., In re Berg, 140 F.3d 1428, 46 USPQ2d 1226 (FedCir. 1998); In 
re Goodman, 1 1 R3d 1046, 29 USPQ2d 2010 (Fed. Cir. 1993); In re Longi, 759 F.2d 887, 225 
USPQ 645 (Fed. Cir. 1985). Although the conflicting claims are not identical, they are not 
patentably distinct from each other because the claim 1, 16, 26 are generic to all that is recited in 
claims 1, 5 and 7, 26, 30, 43 of the patent '409 . That is, the claims 1, 5 and 7, 26, 30, 43 of the 
patent *409 fall entirely within the scope of clahns 1, 16, and 26 or m other words, claims 1, 16 
and 26 are anticipated by the claims 1,5 and 7, 26, 30, 43 of the patent '409. Specifically the 
method con5)rising (i) extracting extracellular DNA (ii) amplifying a portion of the extracted 
extracellular DNA (iii) detecting the amplified fragments of mutated DNA and identifying the 
human having an adenoma or npn-hematopoitic dysplastia is within the scope of the instant 
claims 1,16, 26. Further, claims 2-15, 17-25, 27-33 are generic to all that is recited in claims 2-4, 
6, 8-25, 27-29, 31-42 of the patent '409. Thus the instant claims encompass the claims in the 
patent ('409) and are related as genus and species, and are coextensive in scope. 

The courts have stated that a genus is obvious in view of the teachings of a species, see 
Slayter, 276 R2d 408, 41 1, 125 USPQ 345, 347 (CCPA 1960); and In re GosteU, 872 F,2d 1008, 
10 USPQ2d 1614 (Fed. Cir. 1989). Therefore the instantly claimed method is obvious oyer the 
claims in the patent. Thus the instant claims are rejected under obviousness-type of double 
patenting. 
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B. Claims 1-33 are rejected under the judicially created doctrine of obviousness-type 
double patenting as being unpatentable over claims 1-40 of U.S. Patent No. 6,630,301 (*301). 
An obviousness-type double patenting rejection is appropriate where the conflicting claims are 
not identical, but an examined application claim not is patentably distinct from the reference 
claim(s) because the examined claim is either anticipated by, or would have been obvious over, 
the reference claim(s). See e.g., In re Berg, 140 F.3d 1428, 46 USPQ2d 1226 (Fed.Cir, 1998); In 
re Goodman, 1 1 F.3d 1046, 29 USPQ2d 2010 (Fed. Cir. 1993); In re Longi, 759 F.2d 887, 225 
USPQ 645 (Fed. Cir. 1985). Although the conflicting claims are not identical, they are not 
patentably distinct from each other because the claim 1,16, 26 are generic to all that is recited in 
claims 1, 1 1, 17, 25, and 37 of the patent '301 , That is, the claims 1,11, 17, 25 and 37 of the 
patent '301 fall entirely within the scope of claims 1, 16, and 26 or in other words, claims 1, 16 
and 26 are anticipated by the claims 1, 11, 17, 25 and 37 of the patent '301. Specifically the 
method comprising (i) extracting extracellular DNA (ii) an5)lifying a portion of the extracted 
extracellular DNA (iii) detecting the amplified fragment of mutated DNA and identifying the 
human having an adenoma or non-hematopoitic dysplastia is within the scope of the instant 
claims 1,16, 26. Further, claims 2-15, 17-25, 27-33 are generic to all that is recited in claims 2- 
10, 12-16, 18-24, 26-36, 38-40 of the patent '301. Thus the instant claims encompass the claims 
in the patent ('301) and are related as genus and species, and are coextensive in scope. 

The courts have stated that a genus is obvious in view of the teachings of a species, see 
Slayter, 276 F.2d 408, 41 1, 125 USPQ 345, 347 (CCPA 1960); and In re Gosteli, 872 F.2d 1008, 
10 USPQ2d 1614 (Fed.Cir. 1989). Therefore the instantly claimed method is obvious over the 
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claims in the patent. Thus the instant claims are rejected under obviousness-type of double 
patenting. 

C. Claims 1-33 are rejected under the judicially created doctrine of obviousness-type 
double patenting as being unpatentable over claims 1-of U.S. Patent No. 6,156,504 ('504). An 
obviousness-type double patenting rejection is appropriate where the conflicting claims are not 
identical, but an examined application claim not is patentably distinct from the reference claim(s) 
because the examined claim is either anticipated by, or would have been obvious over, the 
reference claim(s). See e.g., In re Berg, 140 F.3d 1428, 46 USPQ2d 1226 (Fed.Cir. 1998); In re 
Goodman, 1 1 F.3d 1046, 29 USPQ2d 2010 (Fed. Cir. 1993); In re Longi, 759 F.2d 887, 225 
USPQ 645 (Fed. Cir. 1985). Although the conflicting claims are not identical, they are not 
patentably distinct from each other because the claim 1,16, 26 are generic to all that is recited in 
claims 1, 5-6, of the patent *504 . That is, the claims 1, 5-6 of the patent '504 fall entirely within 
the scope of claims 1,16, and 26 or in other words, claims 1,16 and 26 are anticipated by the 
claims 1, 5-6 of the patent '504. Specifically the method comprising (i) extracting extracellular 
DNA (ii) amplifying a portion of the extracted extracellular DNA (iii) detecting the amplified 
fragment of mutated DNA and identifying the human having an adenoma or non-hematopoitic 
dysplastia is within the scope of the instant claims 1,16, 26. Further, claims 2-15, 17-25, 27-33 
are generic to all that is recited in claims 2-4, 7-19 of the patent '504. Thus the instant claims 
encompass the claims in the patent ('504) and are related as genus and species, and are 
coextensive in scope. 

The courts have stated that a genus is obvious in view of the teachings of a species, see 
Slayter, 276 F.2d 408, 411, 125 USPQ 345, 347 (CCPA 1960); and In re GosteU, 872 F.2d 1008, 
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10 USPQ2d 1614 (Fed.Cir. 1989). Therefore the instantly claimed method is obvioiis over the 
claims in the patent. Thus the instant claims are rejected under obviousness-type of double 
patenting. 



No claims are allowable. 

Any inquiry conceming this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Suryaprabha Chunduru whose telephone number is 571-272- 
0783. The examiner can normally be reached on 8,30A.M. - 4.30P.M , Mon - Friday,. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Gary Benzion can be reached on 571-272-0782. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published appUcations 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for xmpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

Suryaprabha Chunduru 
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